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1,

ess* in the content of teleVJ.s1on progranis has generate great concern wi

any sustalned mte;rference @.th ea proven technology ) . ‘ . _‘ . . Z\

Broadcastmg in the US J% an J.ndustry Like others ich prodnces ‘goodss and
serv:Lces for sale in the marketplace Like other pr icetcs ,ﬂ the broadcaster must
/ " be concerned Wlth the techrmcaL andm efficierncy of the methods used to

~

produce its product and any govermnent action th." would restr:.ct or restra.m

the use of that technology represents a senous eat. Since program content is '

the pnnclpal mgred:.ent -in the pIO&CHOH of audiences for sale to advertlsers
’ any restnct1 on content Im.ght a.ffect the profltablllty of, flrms withm the in-

-

L V{olence 1\s one aspect of te1ev1s:Lon content which has been smgled out for
SN ’speclal attentmn in recent years, ZIike mdustnal ‘Chemicals which are beln,eved
’ A\

to causeeharm tb the env:.rémmnt*when they are, used in the production of some valued
[

\
product excess1ve vz.olence is 4:en to ba po lutlng the {Clal envirorment and
* the general sentlment is tha/n.




» * a .'5 ,. -: . ) - ' ’IS.‘

The relatlonshlp between programmng and broadcast profltablllty long

‘been a subject of regulatorx interest. Broadcasters have argued that CATV sys ems
A
would contrlbute to the demise of local broadcastmg because the introduction of\

addltlonal 81gnals would '/fractlonalz.ze" the gudience, reducmg the revenue of the
local statlons The arguments of the b];oadcasters were supported in appearances '
_ before the Fedsral Conm:mcat’ions Conmssmn (FCC) by theoretlcal econom:.c models _
vhich sought fo demonstrate the mpact of one .o ToTe addltlonal channels ina

- R . - ....‘.. - - - —————— e - e PR
< £

ma::ket2 : *._ L .'

On the other s:Lde of the economic issue, supporters of CATV developmeﬂt appeal—
Fd to the FCC's expressed goal of increasing program rs1t_:z by arguing that by .
: . offermg adch.tlonal telev1sion signals, (;9,1‘\( would increase the dJ.vers1ty ava:.lable

‘. -

t:othev1ewer . - o o ce

4
\: -t

Ar§uments about the :uxpact of CATV on either broadcast revenue or consumer

satisfaction have not been conclus1ve because of a fa:.lure on the part of the
@ .

" economists to come to terms w1th the neasurement of d.wersity Study after study

. sought to describe diversity ln terns of var:l.atn.orns3 in the mix of a limited of

program types Prograns were e:Lther classed’ broadly % Mov:z.es Sports Entertain-

\ , B
.
-

.. ment or Educatlonal or within the Entertanmnent cate‘gor} mto Adventure Comedy,

Variety, Westerns, Drama, etc None of these claSSLﬁcatlons truly captm'ed the
> 8
variety in prograrmu.ng which actually gmdes the ylewer in selecting one program

. \
. ° u s =%

‘oranother3, ' ,' : '. C l
More'restricted program ch01ce models such as’ those of J. Rothenberg, |
P. Stemer and. J. McGowan‘* are based on rdeal types 'of prog}:ans | are supposed .

to dover the spectrum of chomes avallable to televismn v.Lewers
s
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. ) /‘, . . g ! ) ... .
.cludéd that: | AN S ’ ‘ { .

.o , / ""That total audience for network television at a given
A moment is. evidently not much affécted by program content or -
type within the rahge of variation. wz.@mkuch we'haVe ex- Lo
perlence (p 95) "o _

<

. Edward oGreenberg and Harold Bennett (1971) depons d that there were
R S Y jf, -

many program character:lstlcs other than EYE. wh:,ch were J.nportant to viewers.
- By studymg, the audience shares for a large sanple of televised fllIIS they

dennhstrated flrst that F:LIm coulgd not Be a smgle category if there was such
‘\

great vanance in the audlence shares reported for these films. Further, they

J—
dai;/mnstra\ted t ya\nablesgsuch as famlranty w1th the film were more mportant (
3 . \\ R

predictors of audience size \ the catéggnes of film type used by the mdustry

F Zufryden (19%6) ldentlfled s veral exogenous factors wl'\lich might @Wele- . Y
. . -

, vrslon program s\e%ctlon, ut iled to consrder elther the charactenstlcs

4 ~

(("‘i

of the stat:Lons of the characteristlcs of the progﬂrs thénéelves 3 o
' Efforts to detexmine oonsumer preferences in texms o# the attrlbutes of the
products, rather than the product ltself have become familiar in the uarketmg Ne
Kelvm Lancaster (1966,

/
t because it is’ an

'value Hesoughtfo o
s of characterlstfcs '

literature follovmg the publlcatlon of 1mportant works b,

1977). Lancaster's work a.rgued that an orangg is eaten,

orange, but because of its taste, texture ,and nut:r1t1

' desc:r::l.be the consmptlon technology m terms of the buny

)

) Entensmns of the Lancastenan model include multl-/a trlbute preference models6
and an attempt by Donald Ie}marm (1971) to determ:me pfefei;ences for telemsmn R " '

- ,program in terms of attn ut tes like Action, Suspense Hunor and other quahtles
xe v like being well-pro ed and directed. “ ,.-" LT . +
-:\ ﬁ, . . . v . . " ". .-‘ ’ ) . .
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. Byron Reeves gnd Bradley G:e\gﬁ977) sought to determJ.ne the cont‘ent . -
i attributes used 1 young children in the selection of telev1s10n prograns, and )
. N

L the ldentifrcatlon with certam characters in those programs Reeves and Green-
berg selected elght attributes for televislon cha.racters mclud:mg ﬁmy, active

% ‘and strong anddeternn.ned tl'iat only" four d1.mensa.ons were necessary to account for -
/ . N 4 p N -4
: i . - .the variance 1n the preference of tv charaeters “ . /// ot
A, ]
%3 P —
‘ B Th:Ls nnltl-attn.bute approach represents a consrderable advance over the

gross eategorles used in earlier studles “but. absence of relrable data sources
, which deser{be prograns in terms, of such attributes has greatly reduced the a-
nnunt of enp:.rrcal research drfto the telations between televismn program at-

— ' . ’ . 4
o t:::l.butes and v1ewer preference and gl'xolce . 4 .o
L PRéDUCTIONFLNCI‘IONS , : " "

- . &. David Hughes (1973) Sthgests that attribute models of condumer demand

N
N

‘are the mverse of mdu.ytnal production nndels N That is, the producer coublnes'
isnputs in a certaln ratio Whlch is fixed by the stdte of tqclmology, and it
yields a dertan.n ohtput of goods the’ att;d.butes of which are preferred by an

ageregation of constimers. < \ ’

& ..
) -

. ’
C 0 Ifwe consrder that telev1.510n uses program attr:.butes as inputs in a cer- .
\: * : 4 Y v 1 ! N

tain ratlo to produce a package a\tractlve to an.audience | the inverse of model
o has the audJ.ence menber's selectn.ng certaln%onbmtlons of program attm.butes in
order to produce satrsfac’tlon from telev:.slon watchmg Thus the broadcaster s
. selection of programs of a certam type w:.th a certaJ.n conbmat:.o_p of attnbutes,
| is the ise of a pigpduction techmology whlchcan be described in ﬁmctlonal form.
Tne use of productwn funcdions is well developed in the fleld of micro-

: edonomics .. ']:heproductlon functlon is defmedas the ¢ ’~ " PO S

C , : ‘ “r’elatlonshlp ‘between the quantltles of various inputs used
S _per perjod to-time and the makimum. quantity of the commodity that
' "can be produced per period to ‘time...the maximum output rate that
. can be :achleved from any spec:.fled set of usage rates of inputs S
° . . Ty . . Lo
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/-
'th‘\the productlon functlon one is ab’le to detenm_ne the ma‘i'g.nal product
of each mput factor ﬁhesé functlons are est:Lmated throu@, statistical
/ ' / analys:.s of time series data concern:mg the annmts of partllzulér :t.nputs zsed

/ / " at vanous times in the past and the amount of output prod at the .samé time, ,
v e
\ M 'I‘he use of the prod:uctlon functlon has been exter?ded J,tfo‘ analyses in other . K
bl R
e flelds where ong’ is concemed With the techm.cal and economl: eff1c1ency of4 .

productlon process. In @dles IOf educ‘atlonal effe /:rveness the "educatlonal
productlon fmetlon is used to, represent the rel tlonshlp between school re-

sources and the/éackground df the students on hand, and a vanety of ed- o

e S e—— e R 1y

ucatlonal out&mes like test scores on the o/ fer . 8. Least squares nultlple
”~

\ regressmn is used to estimate coeff1c1ents ;or these inputs, and researchers -
have es/':i/trated the marglnal product O re,l/atlve J.nportance of teacher salary, .
- books/and school Supplles teacher b ab111ty, percentage of whlte students r\

7 - o

and other' factors hel:.e\@d to affe!ct )éducatlonal output 9 /

e

' ' In the télevi\sion ‘case, when Attempts to’ detenm'ne the ‘prog‘r’am prefereh_ces
- ’ " of the audiénce are based on Bthe’ attnbutes of the prograns w:a are in fact
/:; desc:nb:ng the technology of the broadcaste;who is seeklng to lmxmxize the s:.ze
- .. of the auda.encé If sufflclent datfa were” avaifable on a range of program at-
‘ tributeL and on the size of t’he audlence those p;rograns produced it would be
. poss1b1e to estmnte /an at{dlence prochictlon functlon and the ma.rgmal producﬁ

of each of the program att:rrbutes ST . .’ .

¢ <

- Since progralh v101ence has been cr1t1c1sed\<§t the same time, that the mdustry

notes 1ts value as a producer of aud:.ences 10,11 any attempt to estlmate an au-

i dJ.ence product:r.on flmctlon should mclude violence., action, or irs equ:.valent
‘ " A prel:lmnary study of the product1v1ty of telev1s1on v101ence was ‘begim by

e the author as a PostﬂDbctogaL Féllow at the Annenberg School of Comm:mcatlons
/ s at the Ivaer31ty of Pemsylvanla ﬁhe study wag mltlated orlgmally as an at-

-~ -
[ Y e DA -
\ . 4 ’ [l . - €
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. problem "there is, vidlence on television be nse the netwo

: the"same data. - . - _ :

. A
tempt, to evaluate the proposition that "there is violence on television because
that is what the publlc wants : Dz.scus§10n with George Gerbner Klaus Kripp do%ff ; .
R. L. Shayon and others on the faculty suggested an alternative formulat;lon of T

that it is an efficient fechnique for the 'productlon of audi
di,scuesed above, .one’is the inverse of the other, and both c4n be

?

-,

ME?]}-IODS -OF 'II-IE STUDY

studymg trends in television program content since 19 .1.2 |
coders workmg 1n pairs to improve rellablht?y gbe
several content dmenéi:ons Prlo; to 1975, samples

week in each year An analys:.s of the smgle week/s

andCZeothermtheSQr:mg 7 7 _ ' / ‘
For the purposes of thls pro_]ect seven sa;;ple weeks recorded between, 1971
and 1976 were selected for analys:.s Progra;n descrlptlons, as produced Zy the
Cultural Indlcators Project were used as attributes, .or product:l.on facﬁ)rs in’
the estimation of audlence productmn functlons '

‘Most va'nables are in ordmal or :mterval form, with the exception of a

smgIe durmy vanable Old which dlstmgu:.shes between new programs or /re-
| .
tum:mg ser:Les S , : , S (

’ ’,". Three ongmal and one computed measure of the amount and kmd of v101ence

were selected for each program in the sauple 3 | L

T Serim@gess of Violence = . an ordered list ranglng from no violence, through
I

through real serious violence (as to dl.stmglnsh between this and .comedic, humorous

s .. , - Ve
. . .

. . . <
- ¢ . - _ *
! ' , - N\ v * ¥ :

L w . ~ B . : N .

: : e e " - T . P
. . i ’ -
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//

- phys:Lcal force agamst ‘self, or gther, or conpel]%.ng actlon agamst one's w111 , \‘\\‘ ‘\o
, , pain of - bemg hurt or killed or actually hurting or k:.llmg \/ , k
4, Vlolence Rate = calculat'ed by dividing the nuber of violenct acts by the ° o
.nunber of program nn.nutes to get an est:.mate of v101ent acts per nuhute . . \\

’ production in general

Slg;uficance cﬂ lenceR an ordered lz.st ranging from no Vlolence \
through\\?iolence wh:Lch is seen as belng the maJor outstand.mg feature of the

! . | ,

f

. .
! . . 1
f \ . . »
- ! ‘e
-

N—

3. Nmber of Vlolent Acts =a simple count of the nurber of violent actl

. oL ) S
4

occurlng mthm a program, where molence ;Ls defmed as "the overt expressmn o <

cllmax iR

OUI'PUI‘MEASURES

. - Qé . : . \A ", \ \

Several estmntes of audience size were ;eoorded for each program as Teported
by the A C. Nielsen (;ompany in thelr Nat10nal Televa.smn Index

1. Audlence 1 the percent of telev1s1on households wafchmg the program

during the average minute, of the first quarter hour of each half hour the program
is aired. - SR ’ S o o
= ‘ eh/ ~ . R
2. AudJ.ence 2= the percent of television: hous ds watching the program °*
. during.thé average minute of the second quarter hour ¥ . o ' B

3. Share = the percentage of households vrewing tele\rlsron who are tuned to '

a given program, estlmated ‘every halﬁhour R N
4 Ioss = the change in the pexrcent of telev151on households vrewmg a
particular program between the f1rsc and second half of each 30-nn.nute segment ;_‘

(I.oss—Audlence 1—Aud1ence 2)

Analys:Ls of the data necessanly takes place at two data levels Treat:mg '

' telems:l.on as an industry with a common roductf:wn tec}mology, rt is p0331b1e to
estlmate the relatlve mportance of progr attr:Lbutes 11ke violence to auda.ence ’
e can examine the smple correlatlon between separate

.estiuates of vi.olent content d estlmates o} ud:Lenfe size.’ Industry-mde




. production functiggs can be stimated whmh reflect the J.ndependen‘t contrlbutlon
of several ,content vanables (o} overall mdustry output when all other factor‘s are

.-

held constant Most studies the relatlonshlps between content or program type -

-[o
1
L
e
b
3

\

* and aud:Lence or viewer prefer ce are. focused at this gener}al level

‘ *
A

However it has been poted that treatmg the industry as-a whole fa:.ls to

X

: 'INDUSMIEVEILANALYSIS

[

wr§1der two mportant factors o the auda.errce productlon process

Flrst\

duotlon takes’ place within a set erlod of t1me and the a‘dlence or product
not consumed butmaybeproduced alnlnthenexttimeperiod Dunngthat trme

' period, a quarter howr in this

to use the resources out of whith

tmdel does not adequately reflect the competition for resources which“descnbes

audlence product:.on By examnmg
aud:l.ence, the mdustr;; wide analys‘ls

ysis, there' is more’ fthaj,one producer seekmg

o,
- )
iences are made.. Thus, the mdustry wide

e smple correlatlon between attnbute and

does not “account for the sa.gm.flcant drfferences

between quarter hxgur penods in terms of the amount of qhome the teleViSmn house-

»

" hold is presented w1th

Secondly, the mdustry-wrde app,roach fa:.ls to cons1der the 11k11hood that .

[P R— ._...J,.,,......_a,. ——t—

each network or producer may either

|

_or may be sonmhat more eﬁf1c1ent in,

these consrderatlons are taken ,rn,to

In examining the correlations be

output measures, we are not ’surprised

L4 [}
-« . "

s

/

A\

use a sllghtly d:.fferent production technology ,\

g

~

the use of the same technology Both of

comt in the. second Ievel of analys1s

.

. . bl
3

tween program attributes a‘nd a variet‘y'bf ‘

{

However we are s(ﬁrpnsed

L PR .

s:.ze

f

wh:.le the seri-ousness and 31gnif1cano= of that {V:Lolence is mversely ‘Yelated t;o

audie_nce size.

'I‘hat is to, say, that v

vhen the v:Lolence 1s senous rather" than

14

.8

K

to find that old, retum:mg programs are ,' -
¢ successful in producﬁ'xg large auda.ences (Table ‘One),

to discover that the amount of violenge is relatively mitrportant to audlence

B S

o
0“’.
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humorous, | haﬁ violerice there are’ g\enerally smaller audiences. Si 'larl)a: _when

-the violende is the major outstanding feature of the elnnax as opposed to being

‘1nc1denta1 o the plot, the aud:Lence tends to be smaller. - ",\' . .

Since ere are “important mteractlons between these v ables mcludmg

’

o 'them in a multlple regresslon equatlon nakes it poss1b1e to Wr im-

portance with all other factors held constant. Here we f1nd that the amount of
vmlence emerges’ as 4 signiyant factor 1n all three equatlons (Table Two)., In

. each equation, the sign o:f the .coefficient should be mterpreted to mean that n{f

creases in the amount of violence are assoc1ated w1th mcreases 1n the size of the )

- audience for edach program. The negav.ve sign in the third equation reflects the

fact that there was a negative loss or g gain in audience between frrst and se-

>

cond quarters When there was more v:.olence in the program \
The. seriousness of the vrolen@hls not s1gﬁlf1cant in any of the equations,

suggestmg that much of the varlance in seriousness is captured when the amunt |

. o

| of violence is_held constant The role of the s:.guflcance of violence to the

-~

plot or chmax also is damimshed in these equétlons however, -it is. still an
) R

inportant negative fac.toi‘“i“ﬁ the aud:Lence productlon process “The sigmflcant y
negatlve coefflclents for Year = be a reflection of the mcreased coﬂpetltlon

] from non—network program so.urces in recent years.

While the first ewo equations are both s1gnlf1t:ant at the 01 level \h

pl :
'annunt of explamed variance is qmte small suggestmg ‘that mdustry—mde models
'are madeqpately shecified. , ' i ' ‘ "
NEDW)RKIEVELANALYSIS , } , R & o

Wl.th eacl'r network treated as an mdlvidual f;er and with the relevant
prvoductlon perlod 1dent1‘f1ed as the hdlf hour we are able to speufy the pro-
duction funct:rons more ooupletely, as is reflected in the greatly enlarged oo-

efflcients of determmatlon (R—squared) - ' '

£ o ) T * :
—~ & . ‘
’ ' 11 “
. B .
. N -

\-"‘

oo




,. . - X . Py Y - " N > -
fo ’ h - //' \ ‘. . ‘ s .
, . . . N * \ ] \ ° ¢ -
M . . N, . - . -
Sy % Ny . . )\ &, \
. » N . a -
! o . e .. o
. . ' - .. .
. . 4

i‘ ¥ > '
varlables We see that the aunmt of v101ence in conpetmg CBS prograns has a .

I

'srg,mflcant and negatlve :Lm‘.’luence /pn the size of the ABC audience.

v . In fact 'C S program attrlbutes were, generally the mst, mpor&nt dete:tnn.n "

\ ‘ " ,‘ au ence shares (ABCZ), though in the second quarter measures (ABCI) ",, )
W it is apParent that ABC progrmas were mre successful agamst NBC contimn.ng peo- .

-

b ' vk
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\ 1 : T The amount of v101ence in ABC prograns ‘was of lltatie mportance m» any
\ ' A N~ )

) estlnate o\E productlv:t.ty- and the se.nousness of that violence actually contn- t

' \ . buted. to a loss of audlence betweén cloek half hours (ABC3) - o '/ R

.or o .

) \\/ ' . B pf tI'E.eduatlons for NBC were slg:u.flcant though* as for ABG sevéral o
variab are s1gm.f1cant at the 0L level Notﬁa smgle att:;bute of '

O

own programmng apparently made any J.npor(:_ant contnbutlon to Varmnce in udlence
‘ negatj:ve coeff:.m.ents fo‘::Xlg/Old in 1
; 'd ‘NBCz The hlgh p031t1.ve coefflc:.ent (1355) in I\IBC3 should be m‘i\ﬁr/eted to o7
mean thatf When a‘retm‘ma;g senes/was scheduled next on CBS more o:E '

/- L : A
audlencd changed charmels "to watch that series,” - Y -' OND T

n

Part ?f the success of CBS prograns in conpetitlon wn.th NB‘: was apparent

LA

the attracgi'veness of their v101ence A lot of- to the plot;

o .. . ' :
wooon CBS programs apparently cost both NBC and AB‘C eir audr.ert s . 'Ihough ABC was
not ab1e~to draw audleﬁces away From CBS w:uth hbe;al doses of v101ence 1t 1s

apparent t t th:Ls approach did mprove their conpetit:.ve stance agamt’t NBC 'Ihe o
. "amomt of vi.olence m AB; prqgrans was a 31gm.f1cant negatlve :Lnfluencé in both ‘
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\,\ shlfts in the. -same. yea:c, tvb usually change, Whlle the third remains stable (p 79) "

‘ variance in audience share, and nearly, 60 »percent‘ of the‘changes between previous

i parently from establlshed NBC prograns, since the appear ce of a cohtmm.ng NBC

~_shares for CBS, if all-other factors were equal,

1" and DﬁC ; . : .
o ‘ 3 VA N -
C 'H1e rmst: successful rmdels\Were est:t.mated for CBS Th1s is understandable in

~‘a-&b@gause of the long hlstory of ratmgs leadershJ.p Wthh CBS enJoyed untll it
was uhseated by ABC 'Ihus 1t is reasonable to assume that the CBS technology had

in both NBC.

been tested and refined, th.le the other &0 flxms were try:.ng different program

. tmxes 1n search of an Optimum formulatlon There is support for this fmdmg 1n

~

~ Joseph Dominick and Millard Pearce s (1976) study of trends in network prime- tlme
progrannn.ng They note that "all three networks seldom undertake maJ or content

households v1ewmg CBS programs during ‘the seven sanple weeks, 60 percent of the

and first quarter audiences (TabIeFive).

™

'ﬂ’( CBS package contamed a liberal amount of violence as reported by . /’

Gerbner et-al 13 , and apparently paJ.d off in terms of ratings and audience ‘shares. '
A J
Both coeff:.c:.ents for the annunt of vn.olence in CBS programs were positive and

sigm_flcant at the .01 level (CBSi CBSZ) To a ‘greater extent than w1th the other
nstworks the.less s1gnlf1cant the violence was to the plot or to the climax of the
program, the more it oont;nbuted to aud:Lence s1ze’% - o PO L e

. The only sexious conpetltlon CBS was faced with durmg these years was ap- -

serial dur:mg the same half hour meant a significant loss in both rat:.ngs and
. A ; ]

DISCUSSION DL | -
~ & Co N I,
Production functions at both ,thei -industry and %rk Jevel provide support

4/, —- / !

for the frequently expr%@beﬁef that v:.olence\ fs "an mportant factor in thé
pnoduction of teI*e‘%@.on., adffiences. For CBS, the mdustry leader during the bqu\

of the sanple period, the ammt of v:.olence in 1ts program schedule emerged as

one of. the most mportant contn.butloris to audiencb %ue‘ The data suggest that

P IR 3 , . P . < ' '-‘
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not just any violerlce will serve the bnoadcaster's an:pose, since in th’e.. -

penence of CBS it was the gratmtous less senous violence that contrjbuted
S . ,‘__/,,,, e
However, wh11e the mdustry model may be mterpreted to mean that the aVerage s .'

' most. to audlence size.

-

/

viewer prefers more rather than less’ v:Lolen,ce, the network—spec:.flc dels suggest L -
/ .
- ‘that it depends upon which: network has’ the program, and ‘what else 1s ava:Llable N

[

- #* ' during the viewing period. This suggests of course, that there are other perhaps
more mportant variables not mcluded in this Imdel which would. explaln vwhy ‘

P

¢
‘ vz.oIence Works for CBS and not for. the other networks

In addltlon, several factors would argue for caution 1n retmg the

‘Wdels Because oﬁ statlstlcal reqmrements for arab:.l:.ty in

multiple regressitn, msslng ta for' an qy vanable for any network would result
r
\ in t:h.e elmri.natlon of the entlreﬁhalf hour perlod Thus, the network equatlons )

were estimated on thé basrs of a relatively small nunber of program penods (n—54)

And since the Cultgral Indlcators Pro_]ect dld not generate data for’ vanety, -
sportS\ or infonmtlon specials, 9n1y 18 percent of the half hour penods in the .
seven sample weeks could be included in the analysxs ofnetworks “virile some 459 )

o T <

¢ cases were mcIuded in the mdustry analys;lsr . y
“'f. o Fmaily, after 1976 ‘there have been 7{s:.gmf::.cant changes in teleV1s1on pro- - _
S gramnmg and by mference, andlence tastes. Wlth ABC in place as the new ratlngs -
Leader we would expect cha:;ges \the\coefflclents for the variables in thelr
"_‘ "-. model. Indeed the co&fhnents fot a1¥ the nndels would differ if a seven week

' sanple were analysed for the 1977-78 season As Ray Hill (1977) suggests
: IO audience tastes are no ],onger.predlctaple since program @ge_s have become the' .

L mle whereas in the past fann.llar characters and s tuatlons represented the

| t i o R 4
route; to su,cc\ess: . [ S V !
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3 "A few years ago networks cou¥d point ‘to stable audiences. ',[he o
séows appeared each week. They gppeared in the same time slot3.
—~. Viewers knew when 2nd where to

d them. Noweverythmglsajlg- AR
saw puzzle...It used to be thaf thete was a new season and a second )
season. . .Now-8ach week is a season (p.33)." S

14

However when the industry Gettles agalﬂ into a stable pattem, as it must .’
1f it is going to retain the " votlon of the advertlsmg commm:.ty, the productlon
functlon approach can descfibe that«new tectmology. In addition, if productlon cost
and advertlsmg revenue data are mtroduced into the model it would be possmle
to estmate the marjmal product of various prog;ram attrlbutes in dollar terms.

That is, multlple egression would allow thé estlmtlon of the marglnal cost of

attributes s as v101ence, humor and sexual inmnuendo, so that they could be com-
marginal revenue assoc:.ated with the sale of aué:.ences with particular
demographdc characteristics. o el -

. .
, 1 ] '
v ot - ;o2
. ’ -
faw - N ' . P

Clearly this effort represents just a smrt Data has been limited to & .-

>

le class of program attnbutes measured on a small and pos31b1e biased sanple..

we &

Yet, I beheve that the method pomts the way toward improvement of regulatoxy

-J

efforts on th part of the FGC FI‘C FDA, or any other agdycy that would seek to

regu.'kate pro ”’Eontent , With approach euplncal ev1dence could be brought to - ¢
/
bear on re atory decision. tnalung in the area of CATV, subscnptlon television,

apd other te*econnmlcatlo?s systens which are seen to threaten the economic

-

viability of broadeastmg( as we know it today. . ' -
| Ly . & L4 )
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